Ocean dilution is rated as having high technical uncertainty, because although it is clear it could be done, there are large uncertainties concerning the ultimate ecological impact. It is rated moderate for cost, although the cost of implementation would be low, because of the likely costs of developing the option and attempting to gain approval for it.
Space launch is rated high for ES&H risks, because of the risks involved in possible launch accidents, but this rating could be reduced with a payload design that provided high-confidence plutonium containment for all plausible accidents.
LWRs or C'ANDUs with reprocessing are rated as having high time-to-execute and costs (as are all of the other reactor reprocessing options) because of the very long time required to eliminate nearly all of the plutonium by this means, and the high costs of reprocessing and recycle. Technical uncertainty is rated as moderate because the plutonium use demonstrated to date has not involved multiple-recycle fuel with its different mix of isotopes. Risks of handling are rated as high, because these options would involve repeated separation, transport, and use of separated plutonium, while several of the other reprocessing options are or can be designed to maintain the plutonium in a more theft-resistant form. ES&H risks are rated as high because of the record of ES&H impacts of reprocessing in some countries, but the committee notes that appropriate application of resources would greatly reduce these risks.
LMRs with reprocessing are also rated as having moderate technical uncertainty, because while some of these systems are being designed for a similar actinide-burning mission, considerable development is still required. Their handling and ES&H risks are rated as only moderate, rather than high, on the assumption that new reprocessing techniques that reduce wastes and safeguards risks would be employed.
MHTGRs with reprocessing are rated as having high technical uncertainty, since a reprocessing approach has not been pursued for HTGRs in recent years, and such a plutonium elimination objective has not been examined in detail. Like LWRs and CANDUs with reprocessing, they are rated as having high risks of handling, because of the repeated reprocessing and use of fully separated plutonium that would be required. ES&H risks are rated as high, on the analogy to LWRs and CANDUs with reprocessing, but the same caveat applies.
ABC is rated as having high technical uncertainty, because of the large amount of technical development still required. It is rated moderate for ES&H risk, but that judgment is quite uncertain: if ABC fulfills its proponents' expectations, ES&H risk could be quite low, but it is also possible that unexpected ES&H risks could arise.
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